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Art Unit: 2858 

DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

1 . The term "about" in claims 4 & 16 is a relative term which renders the 
claim indefinite. The term "about" is not defined by the claim, the specification 
does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the 
invention. The limitation of "2.5 volts peak-to-peak" has been rendered indefinite 
by the use of the term "about". 

2. The term "about" in claims 5, 12, 17, 24 & 26 is a relative term which 
renders the claim indefinite. The term "about" is not defined by the claim, the 
specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, 
and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope 
of the invention. The limitation of "10% of magnitude" has been rendered 
indefinite by the use of the term "about". 

3. The term "about" in claim 15 is a relative term which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "about" is not defined by the claim, the specification does 
not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary 
skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 
The limitation of "10 volts peak-to-peak" has been rendered indefinite by the use 
of the term "about". 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes pf this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 


5. Claims 1, 2, 6, 10, & 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Ortiz et al., US 6,631,063. 

Ortiz discloses a method of testing an electrical switchgear system, 
comprising: 

• applying an analog signal 8 to a node 81 in said electrical switchgear 
system (FIG. 8), wherein said node monitors a power line signal and 
controls a breaker based on said power line signal, and wherein said 
analog signal simulates said power line signal; and 

• receiving data representing a status of said breaker (FIG. 5). 


As per Claim 2, Ortiz further discloses the method of testing wherein said 
data is received from at least one of said node or said breaker (column 5, lines 
49-50). 
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As per Claim 6, Ortiz further discloses the method of testing wherein said 
applying said analog signal is performed while said node 22 (Vi) monitors said 
power line signal 17. 

As per Claim 10, Ortiz further discloses the method of testing 

• wherein said analog signal is a first analog signal 8 (V0, said node is a 
first node 22 (VO, said breaker is a first breaker 24 (ground line 1), and 
said power line signal is a first power line signal 17 (line 1), 

• wherein said method further comprises applying, simultaneously with 
said applying said first analog signal 8 (Vi), a second analog signal 8 
(V n ) to a second node 22 (V 2 ) in said electrical switchgear system, 

• wherein said second node 22 (V 2 ) monitors a second power line signal 
17 (line 2) and controls a second breaker 24 (ground line 2) based on 
said second power line signal 17 (line 1), and 

c 

• wherein said second analog signal simulates said second power line 
signal (FIG. 5). 

As per Claim 25, Ortiz discloses a storage medium 28 comprising 
instructions for controlling a processor 20 for testing an electrical switchgear 
system to: 

• apply an analog signal 8 to a node 81 in said electrical switchgear 
system (FIG. 8), wherein said node monitors a power line signal and 
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controls a breaker based on said power line signal, and wherein said 
analog signal simulates said power line signal; an d 
• receive data representing a status of said breaker (FIG. 5). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

7. Claims 3-5, 7-9,11-24, & 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ortiz in view of Baker, US 5,737,168. 

As per Claim 3, Ortiz discloses a method of testing as applied to Claim 1 

above. 

Ortiz does not disclose the magnitude of the analog signal of less than 
about 10 volts peak-to-peak. 

Baker discloses the magnitude of the analog signal of less than about 10 
volts peak-to-peak (column 11, lines 58-59). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to limit to test voltage to less than 10 volts, as taught by Baker, in order to 
avoid damage to the circuit. 
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As per Claims 4, Ortiz discloses a method of testing as applied to Claim 1 

above. 

Ortiz does not disclose the magnitude of the analog signal of about 2.5 
volts peak-to-peak. 

Baker discloses the magnitude of the analog signal of about 2.5 volts 
peak-to-peak (column 11, lines 58-59). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to limit to test voltage to 2.5 volts, as taught by Baker, in order to avoid 
damage to the circuit. 

As per Claim 5, Ortiz discloses a method of testing as applied to Claim 1 

above. 

Ortiz does not disclose the magnitude of the analog signal of less than or 
equal to about 10% of a magnitude of said power line signal. 

Baker discloses the magnitude of the analog signal of less than or equal to 
about 1 0% of a magnitude of said power line signal (column 1 1 , lines 58-59). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to limit to test voltage to less than or equal to 10% of the power line voltage, 
as taught by Baker, in order to avoid damage to the circuit. 

As per Claims 7, Ortiz discloses a method of testing as applied to Claim 1 

above. 
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Ortiz does not disclose the analog signal to simulate a fault condition of 
said power line signal. 

Baker discloses the analog signal to simulate a fault condition of said 
power line signal (column 12, lines 1-12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to apply a test signal to simulate a fault condition, as taught by Baker, in order 
to test the breaker functionality at fault conditions without causing the damage 
actual high voltage fault could possibly inflict on the circuit. 

As per Claims 8, Ortiz discloses a method of testing as applied to Claim 1 

above. 

Ortiz does not disclose the analog signal to simulate a non-fault condition 
of said power line signal. 

Baker discloses the analog signal to simulate a non-fault condition of said 
power line signal (column 12, lines 1-12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to apply a test signal to simulate a non-fault condition, as taught by Baker, in 
order to test normal conditions functionality of the breaker. 

As per Claims 9, Ortiz discloses a method of testing as applied to Claim 1 

above. 
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Ortiz does not disclose modifying said analog signal based on said status 
of said breaker; and receiving additional data representing said status of said 
breaker. 

Baker discloses modifying said analog signal based on said status of said 
breaker; and receiving additional data representing said status of said breaker 
(column 12, lines 44-47). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the analog test signal based on the status of the breaker and gather 
additional information on the status of the breaker, as taught by Baker, in order to 
tabulate information on the status of the breaker at various times and at various 
conditions. 

As per Claim 1 1 , Ortiz in view of Baker disclose a testing arrangement as 
applied to Claim 1 above. 

Ortiz does not disclose the arrangement further comprising a processor for 
measuring a time required for the said breaker to trip based on timestamps of 
said data. 

Baker discloses a processor for measuring a time 708 required for the 
said breaker to trip based on timestamps of said data (column 5, lines 9-12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to include a processor for measuring time, as taught by Baker, in order to 
evaluate the response time of the breaker. 
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As per Claim 12, Ortiz discloses a method of testing an electrical 
switchgear system, comprising: 

• applying a first analog signal 8 (Vi) to a first node 22 (Vi) in said 
electrical switchgear system, wherein said first node monitors a first 
power line signal 17 (line 1) and controls a first breaker 24 (ground line 
1) based on said first power line signal 17 (line 1), 

• applying, simultaneously with said applying said first analog signal 8 
(V^, a second analog signal 8 (V n ) to a second node 22 (V 2 ) in said 
electrical switchgear system, wherein said second node monitors a 
second power line signal 17 (line 2) and controls a second breaker 24 
(ground line 2) based on said second power line signal 17 (line 2), and 

• receiving data from said first node representing a status of said first 
breaker (FIG. 5). 

Ortiz does not disclose: 

• and wherein said first analog signal simulates said first power line 
signal; 

• wherein said second analog signal simulates said second power line 
signal; and 

• wherein said first analog signal has a magnitude of less than or equal 
to about 10% of a magnitude of said first power line signal. 

Baker discloses: 

• wherein said first analog signals simulates said first and second power 
line signals (column 11, lines 54-61); 
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• wherein said first analog signal has a magnitude of less than or equal 
to about 10% of a magnitude of said first power line signal (column 1 1 , 
lines 58-59). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to have the analog signals simulate the power line signals, and keep those 
signals equal to or less then 10% of the power line signal, as taught by Baker, in 
order to avoid damage to the circuit which could be caused by the high power 
line voltages. 

As per Claim 13, Ortiz discloses an arrangement for testing an electrical 
switchgear system, comprising: 

• an application an analog signal to a node in said electrical switchgear 
system, wherein said node monitors a power line signal and controls a 
breaker based on said power line signal, and wherein said analog 
signal simulates said power line signal; and 

• an interface for receiving data representing a status of said breaker. 
Ortiz does not disclose a generator for applying the analog signal. 

Baker discloses a generator for applying the analog signal (column 2, lines 
56-57). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to include a generator for applying the analog signal, as taught by Baker, in 
order to regulate the signal. 
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As per Claim 14, Ortiz in view of Baker discloses the testing arrangement 
as applied to Claim 13 above. Ortiz further discloses an interface which receives 
said data from at least one of said node or said breaker (column 5, lines 49-50). 

As per Claim 15, Ortiz in view of Baker disclose an arrangement for 
testing as applied to Claim 13 above. 

Ortiz does not disclose the magnitude of the analog signal of less than 
about 10 volts peak-to-peak. 

Baker discloses the magnitude of the analog signal of less than about 10 
volts peak-to-peak (column 11, lines 58-59). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to limit to test voltage to less than 1 0 volts, as taught by Baker, in order to 
avoid damage to the circuit. 

As per Claim 16, Ortiz in view of Baker disclose an arrangement for 
testing as applied to Claim 13 above. 

Ortiz does not disclose the magnitude of the analog signal of about 2.5 
volts peak-to-peak. 

Baker discloses the magnitude of the analog signal of about 2.5 volts 
peak-to-peak (column 1 1 , lines 58-59). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to limit to test voltage to 2.5 volts, as taught by Baker, in order to avoid 
damage to the circuit. 
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As per Claim 17, Ortiz in view of Baker disclose an arrangement for 
testing as applied to Claim 13 above. 

Ortiz does not disclose the magnitude of the analog signal of less than or 
equal to about 10% of a magnitude of said power line signal. 

Baker discloses the magnitude of the analog signal of less than or equal to 
about 10% of a magnitude of said power line signal (column 1 1 , lines 58-59). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to limit to test voltage to less than or equal to 10% of the power line voltage, 
as taught by Baker, in order to avoid damage to the circuit. 

As per Claim 18, Ortiz in view of Baker disclose an arrangement for 
testing as applied to Claim 13 above. Ortiz further discloses, the application of 
said analog signal while said node 22 (Vi) monitors said power line signal 17. 
The use of the generator to apply the signal is discloses by Baker (Claim 13) 
above. 

As per Claims 19, Ortiz in view of Baker disclose a testing arrangement as 
applied to Claim 13 above. 

Ortiz does not disclose the analog signal to simulate a fault condition of 
said power line signal. 

Baker discloses the analog signal to simulate a fault condition of said 
power line signal (column 12, lines 1-12). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to apply a test signal to simulate a fault condition, as taught by Baker, in order 
to test the breaker functionality at fault conditions without causing the damage 
actual high voltage fault could possibly inflict on the circuit. 

As per Claims 20, Ortiz in view of Baker disclose a testing arrangement as 
applied to Claim 13 above. 

Ortiz does not disclose the analog signal to simulate a non-fault condition 
of said power line signal. 

Baker discloses the analog signal to simulate a non-fault condition of said 
power line signal (column 12, lines 1-12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to apply a test signal to simulate a non-fault condition, as taught by Baker, in 
order to test normal conditions functionality of the breaker. 

As per Claim 21 , Ortiz in view of Baker disclose a testing arrangement as 
applied to Claim 13 above. 

Ortiz does not disclose modifying said analog signal based on said status 
of said breaker; and receiving additional data representing said status of said 
breaker. 

Baker discloses modifying said analog signal based on said status of said 
breaker; and receiving additional data representing said status of said breaker 
(column 12, lines 44-47). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the analog test signal based on the status of the breaker and gather 
additional information on the status of the breaker, as taught by Baker, in order to 
tabulate information on the status of the breaker at various times and at various 
conditions. 

As per Claim 22, Ortiz further discloses an arrangement: 

• wherein said analog signal is a first analog signal 8 (Vi), said node is a 
first node 22 (Vi), said breaker is a first breaker 24 (ground line 1), and 
said power line signal is a first power line signal 17 (line 1), 

• wherein said generator is also for applying, simultaneously with said 
applying said first analog signal 8 (V^, a second analog signal 8 (V n ), 
to a second node 22 (V 2 ) in said electrical switchgear system, 

• wherein said second node 22 (V 2 ) monitors a second power line signal 
and controls a second breaker based on said second power line signal 
17 (line 2), and 

• wherein said second analog signal simulates said second power line 
signal (FIG. 5). 

As per Claim 23, Ortiz in view of Baker disclose a testing arrangement as 
applied to Claim 13 above. 
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Ortiz does not disclose the arrangement further comprising a processor for 
measuring a time required for the said breaker to trip based on timestamps of 
said data. 

Baker discloses a processor for measuring a time 708 required for the 
said breaker to trip based on timestamps of said data (column 5, lines 9-12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to include a processor for measuring time, as taught by Baker, in order to 
evaluate the response time of the breaker. 

As per Claim 24, Ortiz discloses an arrangement for testing an electrical 
switchgear system, comprising: 

• an application of a first analog signal 8 (V0 to a first node 22 in 
said electrical switchgear system, wherein said first node monitors a 
first power line signal 17 (line 1) and controls a first breaker 24 (ground 
line 1) based on said first power line signal 17 (line 1); 

• an application, simultaneously with said applying said first analog 
signal 8 (V^, a second analog signal 8 (V n ) to a second node 22 (V 2 ) in 
said electrical switchgear system, wherein said second node monitors 
a second power line signal 17 (line 2) and controls a second breaker 
24 (ground line 2) based on said second power line signal 17 (line 2); 

• an interface for receiving data from said first node representing a 
status of said first breaker (FIG. 5). 

Ortiz does not disclose: 
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• the use of a generator; 

• the first and second analog signals simulates said first and second 
power line signals; 

• the first analog signal has a magnitude of less than or equal to about 
10% of a magnitude of said first power line signal. 

Baker discloses: 

• the use of a generator (column 2, lines 56-57) 

• the first and second analog signals simulates said first and second 
power line signals (column 11, lines 54-61); 

• the first analog signal has a magnitude of less than or equal to about 
10% of a magnitude of said first power line signal (column 1 1 , lines 58- 
59. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to have the analog signals simulate the power line signals, and keep those 
signals equal to or less then 10% of the power line signal, as taught by Baker, in 
order to avoid damage to the circuit which could be caused by the high power 
line voltages. The use of the generator to apply the signal is discloses by Baker 
as in Claim 13 above. 

As per Claim 26, Ortiz discloses a storage medium 28 comprising 
instructions for controlling a processor 20 for testing an electrical switchgear 
system to: 
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• apply a first analog signal 8 (V^ to a first node 22 (Vi) in said electrical 
switchgear system, wherein said first node monitors a first power line 
signal 17 (line 1) and controls a first breaker based 24 (ground line 1) 
on said first power line signal 17 (line 1); 

• apply, simultaneously with said applying said first analog signal 8 (Vi), 
a second analog signal 8 (V n ) to a second node 22 (V 2 ) in said 
electrical switchgear system, wherein said second node monitors a 
second power line signal 17 (line 2) and controls a second breaker 24 
(ground line 2) based on said second power line signal 17 (line 2); 

• receive data from said first node representing a status of said first 
breaker (FIG. 5), 

Ortiz does not disclose: 

• wherein the first and second analog signals simulate the first and 
second power line signals; 

• wherein said first analog signal has a magnitude of less than or equal 
to about 1 0% of a magnitude of said first power line signal. 

Baker discloses: 

• wherein the first and second analog signals simulate the first and 
second power line signals (column 11, lines 54-61); 

• wherein said first analog signal has a magnitude of less than or equal 
to about 10% of a magnitude of said first power line signal (column 1 1 , 
lines 58-59). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to have the analog signals simulate the power line signals, and keep those 
signals equal to or less then 10% of the power line signal, as taught by Baker, in 
order to avoid damage to the circuit which could be caused by the high power 
line voltages. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Fasullo et al., US 6,169,649 , discloses a method of 
monitoring a protection device such as a circuit breaker, where a signal is applied 
to the system and then further monitored by a sensing and detection circuit, the 
output of which is sent to a controller such as a PC. Burton et al., US 4,814712 , 
discloses a testing arrangement for a circuit breaker controlled by a 
microcomputer with a human operator control, which tests power lines. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Marina Kramskaya whose telephone number 
is (571)272-2146. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:00-3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, N. Le can be reached on (571)272-2233. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 


Marina Kramskaya 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2858. 
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